Responding To The Kharijites That Takfir 
King Faisal and Exposing Their Doctrine 


بسم الله الرحمن الرحيم 

In the name of God, the most compassionate, the most merciful 

الحمد لله 

Praise be to God 

.وصلى الله وسلم على النبي وعلى آله وصحبه 

May God’s blessings and peace be upon the Prophet and his family and companions. 


Now, before | start my points, | have to show you the origins of this, the context behind 
of this refutation so that you will understand what this is all about. Now, this all comes 
from a video that was found on TikTok, now not the best place, but the creator of this 
edit can confirm it is from Dawla (Islamic State) and the speaker is the same speaker 
from one of their old videos about a mosque being blown up and showing a fatawa from 
Bin Taymiyyah الله‎ 455 | will now provide the video below. 


https://archive.org/details/b-7c-3a-7a-13a-84b-4093305273fdeccc-43c-1 


“From amongst the things that aren't hidden to anyone is the kufr (disbelief) and riddah 
(apostasy) of the tyrants of al salool (referencing Al Saud) and their military. From not 
judging by the Shari'ah of Allah, and working for the crusaders and supporting them in 


their war against Islam and its people, especially the mujahideen amongst them, for 
they had the upper hand in supporting all the crusades against the Muslim countries" 


Now, here they said, “From amongst the things that aren't hidden to anyone is the kufr 
and riddah of the tyrants of al salool” surprisingly here they call AL Saud, the entire 
family as tyrants and accuse them of apostasy from Islam and accused them of kufr. 


Al Saud? The Family of The Saudis, The Saud Family!? 


As in, Ibn Saud, Saud of Saudi Arabia, Faisal of Saudi Arabia, Khalid of Saudi Arabia, 
Fahd of Saudi Arabia, Abdullah of Saudi Arabia, and Salman of Saudi Arabia!? 


Especially Ibn Saud and Faisal of Saudi Arabia!? Who ruled with Shari'ah Law, accusing 
them both of being tyrants, saying that they had apostate from Islam and yet they 
didn't!? What a baseless accusation is that, to call the two rulers who ruled with 
Shari'ah Law, possibly even Saud of Saudi Arabia as tyrants and those who had kufr in 
them, yet they DID NOT! How could they have committed KUFR!? 


What makes one from Khawarij? The fatwa here says: 


For it to be correct to apply the term "Khariji" to someone, it must be consistent with them 
in one of their origins, the most prominent of which are: 

1. The flaw in the issue of faith and the relationship between work and it. They believe that 
faith does not increase or decrease! They believe that individual obligatory actions are 
abandoning all faith! 


وحتّى يصح إطلاق لفظ " خارجي " على أحد فلا بد أن يكون موافقاً لهم في أصل من أصولهم « ومن أبرزها : 
1. الخلل في مسألة الإيمان وعلاقة العمل به » فهم يرون أن الإيمان لا يزيد ولا ينقص ! ويرون أن آحاد الأعمال الواجبة هو 
ترك للإيمان كله ! 


httos://isLamga.info/ar/answers/175217/ 


Now, this is just an example, but if we make the use of one of their characteristics, by 
applying takfir on a Muslim ruler, by calling them a disbeliever, but this Muslim ruler had 
ruled with Shari’ah Law, then this is from their characteristic and usool, (origin) and 
below I will have a fatawa from Bin Taymiyyah الله‎ 443 saying about those who align with 
their traits and hold them later down below. 


Now, | explained to you what makes someone from the khawarij by following their 
characteristic, and this was said by Muhammad Al-Munajjid, May Allah preserve him. 
As clearly said, their takfir on a Muslim ruler, which they did with Ali Bin Abi Talib (25 
aic اله‎ "¡is part of their usool, their origins. They takfired Ali 44 à 15 5 with no daleel, and 
accused him of going against the legislation of Allah عزوجل‎ and rather ruling by his own 
legislation, going against the teachings of the Qur'an and what the Prophet صلى الله عليه‎ 
وسلم‎ taught the believers. Sheikh ul Islam ibn Taymiyya (4! 4435) said about this: 


“This ayah (5:44) is what khawarij use as evidence for doing takfir on the rulers who do 
not rule by what Allah has revealed, then they claim that they believe it is the Judgment 
of Allah.” - Manhaj us-Sunnah 5/131. This is what they did with Ali Bin Abi Talib à (x25 
aic had ruled with his own law and not Shari'ah Law when in fact, this was a FALSE 
CLAIM! They insulted him, called him a disbeliever and this was part of their origins. 
Now, if aMuslim takfired a Muslim ruler with no basis at all, and infact make a false 
claim about them, saying they ruled as a taghüt ruler, then this is a FALSE CLAIM! and in 
fact 


they fall into the deviation of Al-Khawarij and become a kharijite. Saleh Al Fawzan said: 
"Yes, the one who takfirs the Muslims even if he didn't hold the weapon, if he holds the 
idea of the khawarij and says that itis correct, this is a khariji even if he didn't hold the 
weapon or fight the leader." What this means is, the one who takfirs the muslims, i.e the 
example | used of a Muslim takfiring a MUSLIM RULER who 


ruled with the Law of Allah عزوجل‎ then this makes him a kharijite? How may you ask? 
This is part of the usool of Al-Khawarij, their origin and their characteristic which makes 
a Muslim fall into becoming one, because this is deviance and not in accordance with 
Ahlul Sunnah wal Jamaah. 


o3 8 eos Oi‏ (أي ابن تيمية):هَؤُلَاءٍ مِنْ جئس الْحَوَارِج Gall‏ خَرَجُوا Ss ii 15155 A RAS ule ule‏ بالأمر 
Lage",‏ وَهَؤُلَاءٍ يَرْعْمُونَ Gal il‏ بِإِقَامَةِ Gali‏ مِنَ الْمُسْظِمِين 


Sheikh Taqi al-Din (i.e., Ibn Taymiyyah الله‎ Aas) said: These are from the kind of Kharijites 
who rebelled against Ali and Muawiyah, and they saw that they were more deserving of 
the matter than them They claim that they are more deserving of establishing the truth 
than the Muslims.” 


With this, we can apply this same to how if a Muslim takfirs a Muslim ruler with no 
daleel and accuses him of kufr akbar, with what Sheikh Ul-Islam Ibn Taymiyyah الله‎ 443.5 


said, we can apply this to a Muslim who takfired a Muslim ruler with no daleel and how 
they claim that they are more deserving of establishing the truth, (i.e. establishing a 
state with their own Shari'ah or preaching their own ideology etc) than the Muslims (i.e 
the ones whom they takfired, specifically a Muslim ruler.) For example, | can takfir Ali 
Bin Abi Talib +i 44) (L5 5'and believe this to be correct, HOWEVER this will make me a 
kharijite, because | firstly did unlawful takfir as well as this is part of their usool. Ali (25 
aic الله‎ was Amir AL Mumineen of course, ruling with Shari'ah Law as obvious. The takfir of 
him that if | ever did would be nullified and would fall upon me and would make me a 
kharijite. | would be denounced as a kharijite because this is part of their usool and 
characteristic as Muhammad Al-Munajjid, May Allah preserve him and what Saleh Al- 
Fawzan said and not just them, any other Ulema whatever they have stated. 


Now pay attention to what Ibn Taymiyyah said. 


Ibn Taymiyyah elsewhere also confirms the emergence of the Khawarij movement 
duringthe end times: "And these Kharjites are not only the armed group that was known 
in history [during the caliphate of 'Ali]; rather, they are the ones who will appear time 
and time again until the time of the al-Dajjal. The Prophet’s particular mention of the 
group that appeared during the time of ‘Ali b. Abi Talib was due to the many traits found 
in them. Anyone in whom these traits are found is counted amongst them, for the 
particular mention of them [by the Prophet (peace be upon him)] was not because the 
ruling applied to them alone, but rather it was because those who were addressed 
duringthe Prophet's time needed to fixthe identity in the times to come." [Ibn 
Taymiyyah, Majmua al-fatawa, 28:495-496] 


Another proof of how following a characteristic of Al-Khawarij makes you one of them, 
and any those from any Aqidah has said so: 


الشهرستاني في الملل والنحل: كل من خرج على الإمام Gall‏ الذي اتفقت الجماعة عليه يسمى خارجيا سواء كان الخروج 
.في أيام الصحابة على الأئمة الراشدين أو كان بعدهم على التابعين بإحسان والأئمة في كل زمان. اه 


As Al-Shahrastani says in Al-Milal wal-Nihal: Everyone who revolts against the True 
Imam upon whom the community has agreed is called a khariji, whether the revolt 
occurred during the days of the Companions against the Rightly Guided Imams or after 
them it was against the followers in good faith and the Imams in every era. 


With the characteristic of revolting against a True Imam, i.e a leader of an Islamic 
nation, we can apply this with takfiring a Muslim Ruler as | stated before, whoever does 
it, is agreed upon to be called a khariji. 


Now, | will answer to your filthy claim of the takfir of King Faisal الله‎ 4435 and how you 
make LIES about him with NO DALEEL! Your filth is coming out too much and | am afraid 
that you do not understand the dangers of takfiring Faisal, | will respond to your filthy 
and disgraceful claims on him, and like what Ibn Qayyim الله‎ 435 said: 


قالوا له خالفت أقوال الشيو ... خ ولم يبالوا الخلف للفرقان" 
خالفت أقوال الشيوخ فأنتم ... خالفتم من جاء بالقرآن 


"خالفتم قول الرسول Lely‏ ... خالفت من جراه قول فلان 


So, here goes. 


You claim from your filth that King Faisal allied with the kuffar? Oh, how baffling, what a 
ridiculous claim to make! This claim is FALSE! 


Rather, he did not ally with the kuffar, in fact he destroyed the kuffar with his trade in Oil 
in the 1960s. He stopped giving oil to them, he warned them that Saudi Arabia would 
take action against the filthy Zionists in Palestine. Firstly, what did he say in 1947? 


In his speech on 22 September 1947 to the United Nations, Faisal said: 


"But today the Arabs wish to repel the aggression of a political minority group, namely, 
the Zionists. It is a group which does not represent world Jewry. It is a group which is 
more political than religious, a group whose ways and methods are not different from 
those of the Nazis." 


https://digitallibrary.un.org/record/733707?v=pdf#record-files-collapse-header 


his speech can be found here in page, 19/33. He stated his support for the Palestinians 
against the kuffar and the mushrikeen while he was minister for foreign affairs, he 
stated this to the U.N and did not agree with their filthy taghüt judgement that caused 


the existence of a "Jewish" state in Palestine. He clearly said the Arabs wish to repel the 
aggression of the Zionists, indicating he is with the Palestinians, going against the filthy 
Zionist state and their cause. Now what else did King Faisal à! 4435 do when he became 
the King of Saudi Arabia? Let us see, 


"Between 23 and 25 September 1969, Faisal convened a conference in Rabat, Morocco, 
to discuss the arson attack on the Al Aqsa Mosque that had occurred a month earlier. 
The leaders of 25 Muslim states attended and the conference called for Israel to give up 
territory conquered in 1967. The conference also set up the Organisation of Islamic 
Cooperation and pledged its support for the Palestinians." From a book titled, "King 
Faisal of Saudi Arabia : personality, faith and times" which talks about his life and time 
as King of Saudi Arabia, documenting what he had done, as you can Clearly see, he 
made an entire league that supported Palestine, pressuring the filthy kuffar in the 
zionist state to rehand its territories to the Muslims. 


Now, what did King Faisal do in the Six-Day war? 


"During the Six-Day War, Faisal ordered the Saudi Arabian Armed Forces to be on alert, 
canceling all vacations and mobilizing forces in the Kingdom's north. Following that, 
orders were issued for a force of 20,000 Saudi soldiers to travel to Jordan to participate 
alongside the Arab forces. After the war, he directed that a Saudi force be stationed 
inside Jordanian territory to provide support and assistance as needed for ten years" 
The sources being: 


https://web.archive.org/web/20210216061810/https://www.okaz.com.sa/local/na/175 
6574 


https://web.archive.org/web/20211120001418/http://digitalcollections.library.cmu.ed 
u/awweb/awarchive?type=file&item=475577 


Here, King Faisal الله‎ 4435 sent his troops to help the Palestinians against the kuffar and 
to destroy the filthy Zionist state, mobilising his forces to Jordan so that they could help 
and support the Muslims in Palestine as they were being brutally murdered by the kuffar 
and those who were helping the kuffar. He ensured that the kuffar would be destroyed 


by his troops and that the Palestinians would be saved and that the Zionist state would 
be erased from the Middle East. However, it failed, since we all know what happened 
and the kuffar won. This was the biggest impact on King Faisal الله‎ 4435 as his grandson 
stated, Prince Amr bin Mohammed Al Faisal, said "I am told by my relatives, my other 
relatives, after 1967 and the fall of Jerusalem to the Israelis, that was a turning point in 
his life. He never smiled again, according to them. | didn't see him smile much, and he 
became very quiet and contemplative, and mostly he would spend his time listening 
rather than speaking himself." He was heavily impacted by the defeat that the Muslims 
faced against the kuffar, and he never smiled like he used to. His last true smile was 
forever to be his last and his later life would show how much his mental health 
degraded after because of the suffering of the Palestinians and the defeat of the 
Muslims against Israel. May Allah grant him Jannatul Firdaus and May Allah make him 
happy once again in Jannatul Firdaus. 


Now moving on, in the Ramadan War, this was the biggest turning point for the 
Muslims? How, let me show you: 


"Faisal withdrew Saudi oil from world markets and was the primary force behind the 
1973 oil crisis, in protest over Western support for Israel during the conflict. The 
embargo was initially imposed on Canada, Japan, the Netherlands, the United 
Kingdom, and the United States, but it was later extended to Portugal, Rhodesia, and 
South Africa." This was the start of the 1973 Oil Crisis; you can search it up. 


This showed how much he would put Saudi through to destroy the kuffar and their 
affairs in internally and externally, militarily and non-militarily. He destroyed the 
economies of the kuffar and destroyed their transport, putting a struggle for their 
equipment and the lives of the kuffar. This was the biggest thing Faisal الله‎ 443 had done, 
and he had done this for his brothers and sisters in Palestine who were suffering 
because of the U.S and Israel. He showed solidarity for the Mu'mineen and supported 
them all through, declaring that he would oppose the kuffar in any way or form. The 
Muslims supported King Faisal for his embargo against the kuffar, the Ulema at the time 
making fatawa about how this was permissible and how they showed their full support 
for their Muslim brothers in Palestine. This was the biggest shining moment for King 
Faisal because he managed to get the Ummah to go against the kuffar (No need for the 
rawafidh's support). 


Now, did King Faisal rule with Shari'ah Law? Yes, he did: 


بالنسبة للنقطة الخاصة بالدستورية لا بد وتعرفون Ob‏ دستورنا هو القرآن» OS‏ شيء تتطلبه أعمال التنمية المشار إليها 
في بلادنا ولا يتعارض مع دستورنا الأساسي الذي هوء كما قلت القرآن» فنحن ماضون في سبيل تحقيقه. وبالنسبة 
"للنواحي السياسية التي تتوقعها فسياستنا الأساسية غير قابلة للتغييرء نحن نتمسك بالحياد وتأمين السلامة لبلادنا. 


"Regarding the point regarding constitutionalism, you must know that our constitution 
is the Qur’an, and everything that the aforementioned development work requires in our 
country does not conflict with our basic constitution, which is, as | said, the Qur'an, so 
we are going towards achieving it. As for the political aspects that you expect, our basic 
policy is unchangeable. We adhere to neutrality and ensuring the safety of our country." 


http://www.mugatel.com/openshare/Wthaek/Khotob/Khotub13/AKhotub119 6- 
1.htm_cvt.htm#%D8%A3%D9%85%20%D8%A7%D9%84%D9%8B2%D8%B1%DI%89 


He affirmed that the Qur'an is the constitution and basic legislation for Saudi Arabia, 
affirmed that Shari'ah Law, the Law of Allah which is found within the Qur'an is what 
Saudi Arabia will adhere to. 


He also said this, in this archive as well 


إن الدعوة الإسلاميةء حينما انبثقت من هذه الأماكن وشع نورها جميع أقطار الأرضء كانت دعوة خيرة تدعو 


إلى السلم» وتدعو إلى call‏ وتدعو إلى العدل» وتدعو إلى المساواةء وهذا ما تحققه شريعتنا col pall‏ وهذا ما يجب علينا 
.أن نتأسى به ونتمسك به 


وإنكم» في عصركم ce gill‏ تتعرضون لتيارات ولمساع تحاول أن تصرفكم عن دينكم» وأن تستبدل دينئ الإسلام 
"بأديان أخرىء وأن تستبدل الشريعة الإسلامية بمذاهب وشرائع وقوانين ما أنزل الله بها من 


"The Islamic call, when it emerged from these places and its light spread to all corners 
of the earth, was a good call that called for peace, called for truth, called for justice, 
and called for equality, and this is what our noble Sharia achieves, and this is what we 
must follow and adhere to. 


In your time today, you are exposed to currents and endeavours that attempt to 
divert you from your religion, to replace the religion of Islam with other religions, and to 
replace Islamic law with doctrines, laws, and laws for which God has revealed no 
authority." 


More proof that he affirmed that the Shari'ah Law is superior, the authority for mankind 
and for Saudi Arabia and the Muslims, therefore he did not rule with taghüt laws, laws 
that Allah did not reveal which contradicted the teachings of the Qur'an and Sunnah. 


http://www.mogatel.com/openshare/Wthaek/Khotob/Khotub13/AKhotub103 6- 
2.htm cvt.htm 


Now unfortunately, King Faisal was assassinated by his own relative, a kharijite named, 
Prince Faysal ibn Musa id, he shot him in the head and caused him to have severe 
injuries. Sadly, by the Will of Allah, he died and now rests in the grave as someone who 
was a righteous Muslim Ruler, whom no takfir can be placed upon. So, Dawla making 
takfir upon King Faisal makes them from the khawarij because they affirm such takfir 
like | explained above before. 


However, this more, because you like to claim that King Faisal was a taghut from 
partnering with the U.S against communism, yet you clearly do not realise, there was no 
military alliance, rather it was a partnership to contain the filthy kufr ideology. Faisal 
was anti-communist, he participated in the battle here, 


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Al-Wadiah. War which showed that even before he was 
King, he indeed was against the filthy kuffar that supported such kufr ideology, believing 
that Communism was better than the Law of Allah ta'ala. If you deem that it is kufr to 
say that the U.S and Saudi partnered because they were against communism, then you 
are saying that the existence of South Yemen was much better and how communism 
there that affected the Muslim's deen was much better? That is a dangerous statement, 
you then agree and comply that communism was better, and because Faisal took help 
to contain the filthy ideology is kufr? Let me show you what Bin Taymiyyah's grandfather 
said, Al-Majd ibn Taymiyyah (Grandfather of Ibn Taymiyyah) said: “It is not permissible 


to seek the help of the Mushriks unless it is necessary. If the Muslim army will increase 
in strength by joining the Mushrik army and they will both form a powerful front against 
the enemy, and they [the Mushriks] hold good opinions about Islam, this will be 
permissible; otherwise, it is not. 


Al-Muharar fi Al-Figh, by Ibn Taymiyyah, vol. 2, p.171 


Bin Taymiyyah also held this view and let's look at the other views. 


Al-Wazir ibn Hubayrah stated in his book, “Al-Ifsah ‘an Ma’ani Al-Sihah” (vol. 2, p. 281): 
“Scholars hold different views with regard to seeking the help of or helping the Mushriks 
to fight against their enemies. Malik and Anmad maintained that it is not permissible to 
seek the help of or help the Mushriks at all. However, Malik added that it is permissible 
to do so if they are in the service of the Muslims. Abu Hanifah maintained that it is 
absolutely permissible to seek their help or help them if they are under Islamic rule; 
otherwise, it is Makruh to use them. Al-Shafi’i said that it is permissible to seek the help 
of Mushriks subject to two conditions: First, the Muslims are few in number while the 
Mushriks are great in number. Second, the Mushriks hold good opinions about Islam 
and are inclined to it. There is no harm in taking their advice, but they should not receive 
a share of the booty. However, Ahmad in one of his two narrations said that it is 
permissible to give them a share of the booty. Al-Shafi’i said: If they were hired, they 
should be paid from money, which has no specific owner. He also said that they should 
be given a little from the spoils. Al-Wazir said: “I see that this case is the same as those 
of Jizyah (poll tax required from non-Muslims living in an Islamic state) and Kharaj (tax 
on agricultural land).” 


So as you can see, what King Faisal did was fine, it was necessary, it helped the 
Muslims and it was necessary, because the kufr ideology was going to spread within the 
Middle East and cause more fitnah and make the Muslims follow an ideology that would 
end up them in Jahannam, May Allah forbid Jahannam from us. So, to say that he was a 
taghut just because he wanted to stop communism, this is an idiotic claim. Besides, it 
is not possible to stop communism alone, it'd require a team effort because of how 
much the people would be exposed to the ideals and beliefs of communism. The 
Soviets were very good at spreading communism, and the U.S couldnt stop it alone. If 


Faisal ever tried to stop it alone, communism would not have just spread in Yemen, 
probably all throughout the Middle East. Even then, the madhabs say it is 


In fact, look at this, from Bin Baz, 


It is authentically reported that the Prophet (peace be upon him) fought using shields he 
borrowed from Safwan Ibn Umayyah - who was unbeliever at the time - while fighting 
Thaqif in the Battle of Hunayn. 


All the people of Khuza' ah, Muslims and unbelievers, were fighting with the Prophet 
(peace be upon him) while he (peace be upon him) was fighting against the unbelievers 
of Quraysh at the day of the Conquest of Makkah. It is authentically reported that the 
Prophet (peace be upon him) said: “You will make a peace-treaty with the Byzantines 
and together you will invade another enemy. You will be victorious and take much 
booty.” 


This indicates the permissibility of seeking their help in fighting enemies beyond us. 
What is meant is that it is permissible to defend Muslims and their countries by Muslim 
or non-Muslim forces. 


It is permissible to use their weapons or armies to help Muslims ward off aggression 
and protect their countries against the evils and intrigues of their enemies. 


Allah (Glorified and Exalted be He) says in His Glorious Book: “O you who believe! Take 
your precautions.” 


Thus, Allah (Exalted be He) orders us to take our precautions against our enemies. 


Allah (Glorified and Exalted be He) says: “And make ready against them all you can of 
power.” 


The same ruling applies to whosoever commits aggression against us, even if he was a 
Muslim or is associated with Islam. If Muslims fear aggression being committed against 
them, they can also seek the help of anyone whom they can seek their help to protect 
their countries and the sanctity of Muslims against the aggression or oppression of 
unbelievers or any aggressor. 


Muslims are obliged to support one another and cooperate in righteousness and piety 
against their enemies. 


Yet, if they are still in need of additional help against their enemies or against 
whosoever - among those belonging to Islam - forms intrigues against them and 
commits aggression against them, then it is permissible for them to seek the help of 
whosoever stretches his hand to help and ward off aggression and protect Muslim 
countries...” 


Rather you also make the claim that King Faisalis a taghut, or did kufr because he got 
aided in healthcare, yet there was nothing against this from the Qur'an or Sunnah or the 
4 Shuyukh of Fiqh or any great Shuyukh. Rather you made up a lie on your own ijtihad 
and said it is wrong. Here, I'll show you. 


“The Messenger of Allah (peace and blessings of Allah be upon him) said: ‘Allah has 
sent down the disease and the cure and has made for every disease the cure. So, treat 
sickness, but do not use anything haram’” (Abu Dawud, 3376) 


Usamah ibn Shurayk (may Allah be pleased with him) said: ‘The Bedouin said, “O 
Messenger of Allah, should we not treat sickness?" He said: "Treat sickness, for Allah 
has not created any disease except He has also created the cure, except for one 
disease.” They said, “O Messenger of Allah, what is it?" He said: “Old age.”’” (Al- 


Tirmidhi, 4/383, no. 1961) He said: This is a sahih hasan hadith. See also Sahih al-Jami’, 
2930) 


The majority of scholars (Hanafi and Maliki) said that medical treatment is permitted. 
The Shafiis, and al-Qadi, Ibn ‘Aqil and Ibn al-Jawzi among the Hanbalis, said that 
medical treatment is recommended, because of the hadith “Allah has sent down the 
disease and the cure, and has made for every disease the cure. So, treat sickness, but 
do not use anything haram,” and other hadiths which contain instructions to seek 
cures. 


They said: the fact that the Prophet (peace and blessings of Allah be upon him) used 
cupping and other kinds of treatment indicates that medical treatment is permitted. 


For the Shafiis, treatment is mustahabb when there is no certainty that it will be 
beneficial, but when treatment is certain to be beneficial (such as putting a dressing on 
a wound), then it is obligatory (an example would be blood transfusions in certain 
cases). 


Rather, there is nothing against the Qur'an and Sunnah on being aided with healthcare 
whether it is from kuffar or not. | could not find anything that states taking medicine 
from kuffar is impermissible or taking help from kuffar in aspects of healthcare and 
medicine is kufr or prohibited, you went and made your own ijtihad from that basis 
apparently. You make it seem like a wrong thing but in reality, it is not. 


You made your own basis and yet didn't back it up, you made taking healthcare from 
the kuffar is haram or kufr, but it is not. Even then, it is permissible to take medicine and 
healthcare from the kuffar and have them help you with it, there is nothing wrong with 
that as long as it is not impure and causes no harm. You interpret taking help from the 
kuffar to be kufr, when this is false, because | already provided the evidence that it can 
be permissible in some cases from the madhabs and what the great shuyookh have 
said. So, claim anything all you want with no Shari' basis because it will certainly get 
destroyed and debunked. 


Moving on, you make the filthy claim that King Faisal الله‎ 443 made an alliance with the 
British, but no he did not, he only made a state visit, rather this is permissible. The 
scholars have said this in a summary 


: أولا 

: ينبغي أن تعلم أولا أن السفر والإقامة في بلاد الكفار لا تجوز إلا بشروط بينها Jaf‏ العلم c‏ وملخصها 
.أن يأمن الإنسان على دينه » بحيث يكون عنده من العلم والإيمان ما يبعده عن الانحراف -1 

.أن يكون مضمرا لعداوة الكافرين وبغضهم « مبتعدا عن موالاتهم ومحبتهم -2 


.أن يتمكن من إظهار دينه » من الصلاة وغيرها -3 


Firstly: 


You should first know that traveling and residing in the lands of infidels is not 
permissible except under conditions stipulated by scholars, and their summary is: 


1- That a person should be secure in his religion, such that he has enough knowledge 
and faith to keep him away from deviation. 


2- That he harbors hostility and hatred towards the unbelievers and is far from being 
loyal to them and loving them. 


3- He should be able to demonstrate his religion, such as prayer and other things. 


https://www.britishpathe.com/asset/121536/ 


In which Faisal was able to, so he could make a state visit to the UK. Rather, he did not 
do this for the interest of an alliance, because there is no deemed evidence that there 
he was there for an alliance, because if he was there, then it would've been announced 
on the newspapers and many other sources. BUT NO! He only visited the British. There 
was no contradiction done against the Qur'an and Sunnah which you claimed there was 
by claiming he "Strengthened the alliance" between the UK and Saudi Arabia during his 
reign, but yet there was no alliance, and no source said there was an alliance. So, you 
lied about him and claimed there was an alliance between the British and the Saudis, 


yet there was no alliance. How filthy, lying to fit your desires and whims so you could 
get your own way. You wanted to prove that you were the ones on Haqq while Faisal 
wasn't, yet this is truly like what | mentioned above; Sheikh Taqi al-Din (i.e., Ibn 
Taymiyyah الله‎ 4435) said: These are from the kind of Kharijites who rebelled against Ali 
and Muawiyah, and they saw that they were more deserving of the matter than them 
They claim that they are more deserving of establishing the truth than the Muslims.” 
which is exactly what you were doing here, you wanted to prove so badly that King 
Faisal was from the tawaghit but no, rather he was a JUST ruler and did not follow his 
whims and desires. He made no alliance with the kuffar, only partnerships to fend off 
the kufr ideology of communism. Saudi was not even an American puppet like you 
supposedly claim, if so, then how did Faisal embargo them with the other Muslim 
countries by preventing them from buying oil? This would be a contradiction to your 
claim that the Americans had puppeted Saudi Arabia, because Faisal was able to 
embargo them and destroy the kuffar with the 1973 oil crisis. 


Now, the Petrodollar agreement, this has no kufr to it, rather this was an agreement 
solely based on trade, and this was BEFORE the 1973 oil crisis. Rather, the Petrodollar 
agreement played a key role to the 1973 oil crisis, as because of the Petrodollar 
agreement, when the 1973 oil crisis began and King Faisal à 4435 acted against the 
kuffar, it took a toll on the kuffar, why? For a simple reason, the Petrodollar ensured that 
Saudi would trade in the de facto currency at the time for the oil they owned. This meant 
that the countries would be heavily affected, especially the USA. The Petrodollar 
agreement was set in place, to ensure that Saudi's oil fields wouldn't be bombed or 
attacked while Saudi stated they would firm on be using the Dollar to trade the oil, 
which was the de facto world currency, which really had no difference to anything at all. 
There was no kufr here, as this is trade. The Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم‎ traded with the 
mushrikeen himself, in this hadith. 


عَنْ xe‏ الرّحْمَنِ بْنِ أبي OS‏ قال US‏ مَعَ hee il‏ الله B alg aile‏ جَاءَ D gh ata d ya UR‏ بعتم Gl si‏ فقالَ 
Cr‏ صَلَى الله diues pl «dle‏ عَطِيّةَ أؤ قال Bs D Y Od Xie al‏ فانترى iU Ais‏ 


صحيح البخاري كتاب البيوع باب الشراء والبيع مع المشركين وأهل الحرب 2216 


okai le jail مَا يَسْتَعِينُ به أَهْلُ‎ as جَائِرَةٌ إِلّا‎ SUKI) مُعَامَلَةُ‎ ths بن‎ JE 


فتح الباري لابن حجر 4/410 


Abdur Rahman ibn Abi Bakr reported: We were with the Prophet, peace and blessings 
be upon him, when a tall man from the idolaters came driving sheep. The Prophet said, 
“Are they for sale, gift, or donation?” The man said, “No, they are for sale.” The Prophet 
purchased one sheep from him. 


Source: Sahih al-Bukhari 2216 


Grade: Sahih (authentic) according to Al-Bukhari 


Ibn Battal said, “Business dealings with the unbelievers is permissible unless it is to sell 
them something that enemy combatants may use against the Muslims.” 


Source: Fath al-Bari 4/410 


Now to say that the oil can be used against the Muslims, meaning Faisal did haraam. 
What logic is that? Can we use Oil to harm someone physically? Rather this is not how 
it works, it has to be directly involved to be used against the Muslims, not indirectly. 
Otherwise, we get the illogical claim that trading animals would be haraam since they 
could be used against the Muslims, i.e. horses, because this is what happened in the 
medieval times and there were trades of horses to make calvary etc. Still, this can be 
applied today, so this claim is illogical and does not work. Rather, this trade is 
permissible, the petrodollar agreement was permissible and there was nothing against 
it. You dare to say that this trade was kufr or haraam? No, it isn't, and | brought my 
evidence which is suffice enough to show you how this can be permissible. It was 
beneficial and contributed to the 1973 oil crisis that damaged the kuffar heavily. 


You also make the claim that Faisal الله‎ 4a» 5 fell into kufr for following the ideology of 
modernisation and reform, but this did not affectthe religion, nor did it contradict the 


sayings of the Qur'an and Sunnah. What modernisation he was following was 
technological modernisation, to improve the technology of the state and make it 
compete with the kuffar, so they were not falling behind and becoming weak, this has 
been shown in other Muslim states from history, such as the Mamluks, the Abbasids, 
Ayyubids etc. Faisal الله‎ 4«» 5 wanted to technologically advance the country and reform 
education, technology, scientific research etc, this had no contradiction to the sayings 
of the Qur'an or Sunnah. This was what said in his biography 


https://www.kff.com/king-faisal-bin-abdulaziz/ 


"Whereas the law of governance in any state must be a true image of the reality of the 
development its society has reached, His Majesty’s government has been eager to 
develop the Saudi society intellectually, culturally, and socially, until it reaches a level 
reflecting an image of the sophisticated law of governance that represents the 
magnificent and eternal goals brought forth by our honorable Sharia. From time to time, 
developments have occurred to the form of Saudi governance to represent the 
development of our society, and at the same time attempts have been made to take the 
hands of the society to a higher level. His Majesty’s government believes that the time 
has come to issue a basic law of governance derived from the Book of Allah, the Sunna 
of the Prophet (PBUH), and the life of his rightly guided successors. This law clearly sets 
out the basic principles of governance and the relationship between the ruler and the 
ruled, organizes different state authorities and their relations, and stipulates the basic 
rights of citizens, including their freedom of expression within the limits of Islamic belief 
and public order. The previous ministry embarked on developing the Shura Council, 
which assumes its role as a regulatory authority for the country. This study, with 
additions and modifications applied, shall form a part of the basic law of governance, 
which shall be promulgated soon. The law shall come as a true image of the honorable 
level our nation has reached and shall serve an excellent model for the Islamic law of 
governance derived from the texts and spirit of Sharia. The achievement of this noble 
goalis supported by the fact that the rules of our tolerant Sharia are flexible, developed, 
and effective for facing all circumstances and are applicable in every place and time in 
accordance with the requirements of such time and place." 


His modernisation and reforms were to do with the culture, technology and social 
codes. This was NO contradiction to the Law of Allah, rather it permissible to have such 


ideologies as long as it did not contradict the teachings of the Qur'an and Sunnah. He 
himself had also studied the Qur'an and Sunnah at a very young age, understanding the 
aqidah and manhaj, Shari'ah Law and theology, as said here. 


"King Faisal bin Abdulaziz Al Saud was born in Riyadh in 1906. He is the third son of the 
Kingdom's founder, King Abdulaziz bin Abdulrahman Al Saud. His mother, Tarfa bint 
Abdullah bin Abdullatif Al Sheikh, passed away when he was five months old. He was 
raised by his maternal grandmother, Haya Al Mugbil, at the house of his grandfather 
Abdullah bin Abdullatif, a descendant of Sheikh Muhammad ibn Abd al-Wahhab. Under 
the guidance of his grandfather, Prince Faisal completed his study of reading the Qur'an 
atthe age of nine and studied Islamic law and doctrines. Prince Faisal also learned 
horse riding skills and politics from his father." 


He clearly knew the Shari'ah Law, and you dare say he did not rule with Shari'ah Law, or 
he was a "Taghut" ruler, claiming he is a part of the "Tawaghit" Al Saud family? What an 
idiotic claim! Fear Allah, because you make claims that are truly false. You did not back 
up your claims. 


You dare accuse of King Faisal changing Shari'ah Law? Authubillah, what an outrageous 
claim! Infact, he did not change Shari'ah Law, rather he was right. | am sure that slavery 
wasn't abolished, but the ways to acquire slaves were. By doing so, he is able to keep 
Shari'ah Law and taunt the west into believingthat he did abolish slavery, but 
apparently not. 


Mua’wiyah ibn al-Hakam reported: | said, “O Messenger of Allah, | have a servant-girl 
whom | slapped.” That upset the Messenger of Allah, peace and blessings be upon him. 
١ said to him, “Shall | emancipate her?” The Prophet said, “Bring her to me." Then, she 
was brought, and the Prophet said, "Where is Allah?" She said, "In heaven." The 
Prophet said, “Who am I?" She said, "You are the Messenger of Allah." The Prophet 
said, “Free her, for she is a believer." 


Source: Sahih Muslim 537 


Grade: Sahih (authentic) according to Muslim 


aie الله‎ ie ail J pay (ple ذَلِكَ‎ gab EL يا رَسُولَ اله جَاريَة ِي صَكَكْتُهَا‎ EË قال‎ zal اْحكم‎ ci iS gas Le 
tie] قال‎ ál رَسُولُ‎ Gal NS UT مَنْ‎ Od SUL قَالَتْ في‎ col فَجِنْتُ بها قال‎ Od بها‎ at أفلا أَعْتِقُهَا قال‎ Gals uL. 
مُؤْمِنَة‎ ui" 


صحيح مسلم كتاب المساجد ومواضع الصلاة باب تحريم الكلام في الصلاة ونسخ ما كان من إباحته 537 


Rather, Islam promotes the freedom of slaves, it is not that Islam wants to keep the 
slavery laws, nor abolish them, but rather promotes to free them if you can. What does 
Allah say in the Qur'an? 


^ ر 899 سر‎ ae sedili ee We 9$ 502p شه‎ f © كرس‎ £O. o. d لمم‎ TE ود‎ FA LT رقا‎ of 
CE s وَالكتّب‎ ASSAI GRU a Sills aly Gale البرّ مَن‎ (Sls المشرق وَالمَغرب‎ Gi أن تَوَلوا وجو هكم‎ Sal ليس‎ 
$ 5 Il ألصّلوة وَءَاتَى‎ alil 5 MES وَءَاتَى أَلْمَاكَ على .7435 ذوى القزبَئ وَالَيَتَمَى وَالْمَسَكِينَ وَأَبْنَ آلسّبيل وَأَلسَائِلِينَ وَفِى‎ 
oa gh وأؤلتيك‎ dca Gall at^, d جين‎ l JG Gy pall ge بعهدهغ إذا‎ Od lly 


2:177 


Righteousness is not in turning your faces towards the east or the west. Rather, the 
righteous are those who believe in Allah, the Last Day, the angels, the Books, and the 
prophets; who give charity out of their cherished wealth to relatives, orphans, the poor, 
“needy’ travellers, beggars, and for freeing captives; who establish prayer, pay alms- 
tax, and keep the pledges they make; and who are patient in times of suffering, 
adversity, and in ‘the heat of’ battle. It is they who are true ‘in faith’, and it is they who 
are mindful ‘of Allah’. 


| could not find anything that indicates that the abolition of slavery is Haraam and is 
kufr, from any scholars of ahlul sunnah wal jamaah. If there is nothing to be found 
about how this can be a contradiction to the Qur'an and Sunnah, then there is no 
contradiction, because there is nothing that specifies about abolition of slavery being 
kufr. The only logical reason | can conclude is that there is no use of slavery in the 
modern world if the kuffar have made it impossible for slavery to exist, HOWEVER, there 
is a document showing that slavery still exists, even then in Saudi Arabia, with this 
document, it shows that slavery is still around and maybe it was never abolished. 
Rather it was a lie that it was abolished that Faisal, i.e taqiyyah, to appease the west at 
the time, specifically John F Kennedy. 


https://gvnet.com/humantrafficking/SaudiArabia.htm 


It also says here, 
http://www.mogatel.com/openshare/Behoth/Denia9/Alrek/sec09.doc_cvt.htm#:~:text 
=%D8%A5%D9%86%20%D8%A7%D9%84%D9%85%D9%85%D9%84%D9%83%D8%A 
9%20%D8%AA%D8%B1%D8%BA%D8%A8%20%D9%81%D9%8A%20%D8%A5%D9% 
84%D8%BA%D8%A7%D8%A1,%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%AA%D9%8A%20%D8%A3%D9 
%88%D8%AC%D8%A8%D9%87%D8%A7%20%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%A5%D8%B3%D 
9%84%D8%A7%D9%85%20%D9%84%D8%A5%D8%A8%D8%A7%D8%AD%D8%A9% 
20%D8%A7%D9%84%D8%A7%D8%B3%D8%AA%D8%B1%D9%82%D8%A7%D9%82 
%22 


ثامناً: إلغاء الرق في المملكة العربية السعودية 


المملكة العربية السعودية دولة عربية إسلاميةء caa jill‏ منذ تأسيسهاء على يد الملك عبدالعزيز بن عبدالرحمن بن فيصل 
آل سعود» GUS‏ الله تعالى وسنة نبيه» دستوراً chel‏ بهما تعمل وإليهما تحتكم» وتصدر قراراتها في كل أمورها عن تعاليم 
.الدين الإسلامي الحنيف» المفصلة فيهماء والمنقولة على أيدي السلف الصالح من علماء هذه الأمة 


وكانت مشكلة الرق مشكلة اجتماعية» قائمة قبل تأسيس هذه Al gall‏ وقد عمل الملك عبدالعزيز على وضع Ja‏ مناسب 
لهذه المشكلة» فأصدر مرسوماً في عام 21356 الموافق 91936« يقضي بتنظيم شؤون الرقيق» وبإعطائهم الفرصة 
بشروط محددة» OY‏ يصبحوا أحراراً. وبموجب هذا المرسوم» فإن استيراد الرقيق» عن طريق البحرء يُخظره Jis‏ 
وزير الداخلية بتصدير JS Ged jl!‏ الرقيق. وفي 9 جمادى الثانية 81382 الموافق 6 نوفمبر 41962( أصدرت 
حكومة المملكة العربية السعودية بياناً وزارياً RS‏ فيه عن "إلغاء الرق مطلقأ» وتحرير جميع الأرقاء" (أنظر Gale‏ وثيقة 
.(إلغاء الرق في المملكة العربية السعودية الثلاثاء 1382/6/9ه الموافق e1962/11/6‏ 


:وهذا البيان يقرر مجموعة من الأمورء منها 


إن المملكة ترغب في إلغاء الرقٌ» تنفيذاً لتعاليم الدين السمحة» فإن: "من المعروف أن موقف الشريعة الإسلامية من .1 
الرقّ Gans‏ على فلك الرقاب» ... وأن الرقيق الموجود في العصر الحاضرء قد تختلف فيه كثير من الشروط die yl)‏ 
."التي أوجبها الإسلام لإباحة الاسترقاق 


إن المملكة اتخذت إجراءات إداريةء راعت led‏ التدرّجء الذي هو منهج شرعي أصلاً. قضت هذه الإجراءات» Asi‏ .2 


بمنع استيراد الرقيق» ثم بمنع بيعه وشرائه» ثانياًء ثم بإلغائه مطلقاًء LAG‏ ثم بتحرير جميع الأرقاءء أخيرا 


إن المملكة اتخذت إجراءين ماليين» متعلقين بإبطال الرق. أولهماء فرض عقوبات مالية على من يستورده؛ وثانيهماء .3 
.تعويض من يثبت استحقاقه للتعويض 


ais‏ تطوّر التاريخ» نلاحظ أن المملكة كانت جد راغبةء منذ تأسيسهاء في إلغاء الرقء امتثالاً لتعاليم الدين» التي 


كذلك. فاكتفت بالإجراءات» التي اتخذتها في عام 1356ه/ 1936( على أنها كانت عازمة على اتخاذ قرار مستقبلي 
بشأن إلغاء الرق أكثر صرامة. ولما تحمتنت أجهزة الدولة إدارياً في age‏ الملك فيصل بن عبدالعزيزء وتحمّنت أوضاعها 
الاقتصادية» صدر البيان الوزاري من دون تريّث. وصدور الفقرة العاشرة من hull‏ في عام $1962« كان مسايراً 
للحركة العالميةء التي كانت هيئة الأمم المتحدة وراءهاء بعد Lei‏ لبروتوكول مؤتمر الرق» الذي بدأ العمل به في شهر 
يوليه من عام 91955« أي قبل البيان الوزاري بسبع سنوات. غير أن صدور الفقرة العاشرة في البيان في هذا التاريخ» لم 
يكن أبداً بقصد مسايرة هذه الحركة العالمية وتقليدها. لقد كانت المملكة العربية السعودية صادقة الرغبة فى إبطال CaM‏ 
غير المشروع» وفي تحرير الرقيق» ولما باتت الأحوال الإدارية والمالية مواتيةء صدرت هذه الفقرة التاريخية. غير أن 
كثيرين من الرقيقء الذين مُنِحُوا الحرّيّة بموجب هذه الفقرة» لم يستطيعوا أن يندمجوا في المجتمع» الذي خرجوا Ad)‏ 
ورأيناء بأنفسناء أعداداً منهم يعودون إلى بيوت مواليهم» لأنها البيوتء التي عاشوا فيهاء وأولاد مواليهم هم الذين cad sy‏ 
فصاروا كأولادهم من أصلابهم» خاصة أن كثيراً من هؤلاء الرقيق كانوا من خدم البيوت. فضلاً عن ذلك» أن كثيراً من 
.اللاك يديرون حياتهم في بيوتهم وفقاً لأخلاق الإسلام وتعاليمه العامة» من رحمةء وشفقة» وصفح» وبساطة في العيش 


وأخيراًء فإن القرارات السياسية في شأن أي قضيةء مشابهة لقضية الرق» سواء صدرت من الأمم المتحدة أو الولايات 
.المتحدة الأمريكيةء أو المملكة العربية السعودية» لها تبعاتها وآثارها السلبية» التي قد لا تزول إلا بعد حين 


Eighth: Abolition of slavery in the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia 


The Kingdom of Saudi Arabia is an Arab Islamic state. Since its founding, at the hands of 
King Abdulaziz bin Abdulrahman bin Faisal Al Saud, it has adhered to the Book of God 
Almighty and the Sunnah of His Prophet as its constitution, by which it operates and by 
which it is governed. It issues its decisions in all its affairs from the teachings of the true 
Islamic religion, which are detailed in them, and it was transmitted at the hands of the 
righteous predecessors among the scholars of this nation. 


The problem of slavery was a social problem that existed before the founding of this 
state. King Abdulaziz worked to develop an appropriate solution to this problem, so he 


issued a decree in the year 1356 AH, corresponding to 1936 AD, stipulating the 
regulation of slave affairs and giving them the opportunity, under specific conditions, to 
become free. Under this decree, the import of slaves by sea is prohibited, and the 
Minister of the Interior is authorized to issue licenses to slave traders. On 9 Jumada al- 
Thani 1382 AH, corresponding to November 6, 1962 AD, the government of the Kingdom 
of Saudi Arabia issued a ministerial statement announcing the “absolute abolition of 
slavery and the liberation of all slaves” ( see the appendix to the document on the 
abolition of slavery in the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia, Tuesday 9/6/1382 AH, 
corresponding to 6/11 /1962 AD ). 


This statement decides a number of matters, including: 


1. The Kingdom desires to abolish slavery, in implementation of the tolerant teachings 
of religion, as: “It is known that the position of Islamic law on slavery calls for the 
abolition of slaves... and that the slaves existing in the present era may differ in many of 
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the legal conditions that Islam has required for its permissibility.” "enslavement." 


2. The Kingdom took administrative measures, taking into account gradualism, which is 
a fundamentally legitimate approach. These measures stipulated, firstly, the 
prohibition of the importation of slaves, then the prohibition of buying and selling them, 
secondly, then their absolute abolition, thirdly, then the liberation of all slaves, finally. 


3. The Kingdom took two financial measures related to the abolition of slavery. The first 
is to impose financial penalties on those who import it, and the second is to 
compensate those who are found to be entitled to compensation. 


By tracing the development of history, we note that the Kingdom was very willing, since 
its founding, to abolish slavery, in compliance with the teachings of religion, which were 
made Clear in Article Ten of the Ministerial Statement, but the state apparatus had not 
yet been formed at that time, and its administrative cadres were not prepared either. It 
contented itself with the measures it took in 1356 AH/1936 AD, as it was determined to 
make a more stringent decision in the future regarding the abolition of slavery. When 
the state's administrative apparatus improved during the reign of King Faisal bin 
Abdulaziz, and its economic conditions improved, the ministerial statement was issued 
without delay. The issuance of the tenth paragraph of the statement in 1962 AD was in 
keeping with the global movement, which the United Nations was behind, after its 


adoption of the Protocol of the Slavery Conference, which came into force in July 1955 
AD, that is, seven years before the ministerial statement. However, the issuance of the 
tenth paragraph in the statement on this date was never intended to keep pace with or 
imitate this global movement. The Kingdom of Saudi Arabia was sincere in its desire to 
abolish illegal slavery and to liberate slaves, and when the administrative and financial 
conditions became favourable, this historic paragraph was issued. However, many of 
the slaves, who were granted freedom under this paragraph, were unable to integrate 
into the society to which they emerged. We saw, ourselves, numbers of them returning 
to the homes of their masters, because these were the homes in which they lived, and 
the children of their masters were the ones who raised them, so they became like their 
children from their descendants, especially since many of these slaves were household 
servants. In addition, many owners manage their lives in their homes in accordance 
with the morals of Islam and its general teachings, including mercy, compassion, 
forgiveness, and simplicity of living. 


What seems to be the case is that he wanted slavery to be gone because it was being 
done incorrectly, as this is the case that means that it would have been better for 
slavery to be gone. This does not mean he changed the law of Allah, rather he stuck with 
it and made sure that slavery would no longer be continued incorrectly. If such 
incorrect use of slavery was being continued, what would have happened to the 
Muslims? It would be unfair and it would contradict the teachings of the Qur'an and 
Sunnah which would look bad for Faisal and cause people to question his rule as a King 
who ruled with Shari'ah Law. Rather indeed he only did this to abolish the slavery that 
was contradictory to the Qur'an and Sunnah, because people kept abusing it and not 
treating their slaves properly, and that way, it was only abolished because of that. If the 
Muslims had obviously not abused it, then slavery would have not been abolished, 
rather they would have ignored anything. 


Now, there is another thing, abolishing slavery is not making something haraam to 
halaal, halaal to haraam etc. Now this is not what abolishing is, in fact this is the 
opposite, because abolishing is to make it stop happening, not to make it forbidden, 
rather to stop the use of it etc. Abolishingis NOT the same as making it haraam. There is 
nothing that says abolishing is to make it prohibited 


Now, there is something called halaal restriction, where the ruler can make all the 
halaal in the land to be restricted if he wishes to with a valid reason. 


There is a fatawa about this 


حكم-طاعة-ولي-الأمر -في-تقييد -المباح-لمصلحة-/mweb.net/ar/fatwa/271141 https://www.isla‏ 
.207560 فقد 20%نص 20%العلماء 209/6 على 20% أن ,»20960و ر اجع 20%الفت وى 20% ر قم 396 -])رم :.: #عامة 


and this fatawa has clearly been shown to have support from the shaafii madhab, and 
there is more to the fatawa, as there is two more fatawas explaining it in depth aswell. 
This is clearly permissible, and what Faisal probably would have done. There is major 
support from this of shuyookh and there is no doubt that a ruler can do this. So, with 
this, itis highly likely that Faisal had done this, meaning that it is permissible. So dont 
ever try to think that Faisal EVER changed Shari'ah Law 


Finally, political decisions regarding any issue, similar to the issue of slavery, whether 
issued by the United Nations, the United States of America, or the Kingdom of Saudi 
Arabia, have negative consequences and effects, which may not go away until after a 


while. 


Now, moving on, you may claim that Faisal submitted to the taghut rule of the U.N but 
he did NOT, instead, look at his example as | stated previously. In his speech on 22 
September 1947 to the United Nations, Faisal said: 


"But today the Arabs wish to repel the aggression of a political minority group, namely, 
the Zionists. It is a group which does not represent world Jewry. Itis a group which is 
more political than religious, a group whose ways and methods are not different from 
those of the Nazis." 


https://digitallibrary.un.org/record/733707?v=pdf#record-files-collapse-header 


his speech can be found here in page, 19/33. He stated his support for the Palestinians 
against the kuffar and the mushrikeen while he was minister for foreign affairs, he 
stated this to the U.N and did not agree with their filthy taghüt judgement that caused 


the existence of a "Jewish" state in Palestine. He clearly said the Arabs wish to repel the 
aggression of the Zionists, indicating he is with the Palestinians, going against the filthy 
zionist state and their cause. He clearly was not contempt with the U.N and their filthy 
laws, rather he rebelled against them, never conformed to them in his life. The 
accusation that he had ever conformed to them is filthy and a BASELESS LIE! God 
Forbid! Truly you have fell for a deception with no proof. 


There is no source that he ever conformed to the rules of the taghut, rather he stayed 
away from them, having baraa against them and to those who worshiped the tawaghit. 
King Faisal is free from any mistakes, and if he had committed sins, Allah will forgive 
him, for he has died as a martyr alhamdulillah. Under Allah's mercy, he died as a 
martyr, as a kharijite killed him and now he rests in his grave. 


Now, will also remove this filthy claim from your beliefs and tongue. The Ikhwan 
movement. 


The Ikhwan movement committed khuruj against the Saudi Country, and this was 
unjustified, no matter how much justified their reasons were, it was unjustified. They 
made an invalid revolt against Ibn Saud and claimed he was not a correct ruler to be 
ruling Saudi if he could not tell the difference between kufr and believing. Now that is 
not the issue, Ibn Saud only did what he did, i.e allowing Rawafidh to be in Saudi Arabia 
is to keep the country stable, otherwise there would have been revolts from the many 
tribes within the country. Saudi Arabia became a new state that adoppted what ahlul 
bidah call, wahhabism. Not majority of the citizens of Saudi Arabia had adopted to 
"Wahabbism" also known as Ahlul Sunnah Wal Jamaah. The Ikhwan did not understand 
this, rather they blindly believed that Ibn Saud was allowing them to be there so the 
country does not become aligned with ahlul sunnah wal jamaah. This is where they 
were wrong, because Saudi Arabia were slowly implementing "Wahabbism" into the 
country, making people adopt the ideology and making sure that the Muslims were no 
longer following the beliefs of Ahlul Bidah such as Maturidism, the Jahmiyyah aqidah, 
Ashariyya, Sufism, Shi'ism etc. If we look at Saudi Arabia now, nearly everyone has 
aligned with Ahlul Sunnah WalJamaah, we cannot confirm though because of the belief 
of taqiyah and people with heretical beliefs hiding their works. Although we can confirm 
that Saudi Arabia is now fully aligned with Ahlul Sunnah Wal Jamaah, الحمد لله‎ for this. 
Moving on, the Ikhwan commited a false rebellion which made them Kharijites. 


Now, with Bin Salman, | do not defend this guy, but about Kufr duna kufr; 
Sheikh ul Islam Ibn Taymiyyah (rahimahullah) said: 


Therefore from the statements of the Salaf were: "A person can have within him both 
iman and kufr" and likewise within their saying: "that one can have within him both iman 
and kufr, itis not the kufr which expels one from the Religion." Just as Ibn 'Abbas and his 
companions (students) stated in regards to the saying of Allah, "And whoever does not 
judge by what Allah Has Revealed - then it is those who are disbelievers." [al-Ma'idah 
(5):44] 


They said it means: "They disbelieved with a type of kufr which does not expel one from 
the Religion", and Ahmad and other Imams of the Sunnah followed him in that. -Majmu' 
al Fatawa 7/312, 


Bin Abbas said this too, if a ruler believes that Shari'ah Law is better and superior, while 
he knows that he is in the wrong, then he is not a kafir, he is infact a sinner or an 
oppressor, which is kufr duna kufr. 


Now, will also make another point, you prove to me that you do not understand 
anything about the deen and the past historical rulers of Saudi Arabia at all. You blindly 
follow with no knowledge and you do no research. You deem what is best and fit to your 
own whims and desires, and this is part of what the Khawarij are. You are young, and 
this is what the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم‎ narrated in this hadith: 


be‏ عَلِنَ be‏ رَسُولٍ il‏ صلَّى uio Od alas dle d‏ فِي al‏ الزَّمَانِ 298 حُدَنَاءُ igi UI‏ الأخلام Gol ght‏ مِنْ حَيْرِ 
Al O58‏ يَمْرُقُونَ مِنْ الإسْلام US‏ يَمْرْقُ السَّهُمْ مِنْ Ais 5I‏ لا يُجَاورُ eh pais agile!‏ 


صحيح البخاري GUS‏ فضائل القرآن باب إثم من راءى بقراءة القرآن أو تأكل به أو فخر به 4770 


صحيح مسلم كتاب الزكاة باب التحريض على قتل الخوارج 1066 


Ali ibn Abi Talib reported: The Messenger of Allah, peace and blessings be upon him, 
said, “In the last days, there will appear young people with foolish dreams. They will say 
the best of words, but they will go out of Islam just as an arrow goes through its game. 
Their faith will not go beyond their throats.” 


Source: Sahth al-Bukhari 4770, Sahih Muslim 1066 


It clearly shows you have proven another hadith of the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم‎ and 
proved that the Khawarij are young people with foolish dreams, believing what is shown 
to them yet not looking into what was given to them. You made sure that this prophecy 
was fulfilled, making it clear that you cannot follow Ahlul Sunnah Wal Jamaah because 
you are stuck to your own whims and desires by blindly following. What did Bin Abbas 
عَنْهَا‎ A رضي‎ say about blindly following? 


lá ig ad ball Os tg da. dei AS ae M oa je ll ch eed Gh ote 
A3 5I في‎ oa sll 5355 يَتَعَايِرُونَ‎ ae 


جامع بيان العلم وفضله لابن عبد البر باب حكم قول العلماء بعضهم في بعض 1308 


Sa’id ibn al-Musayyib reported: Ibn Abbas, may Allah be pleased with him, said, “Take 
knowledge wherever you find it and do not uncritically accept the opinion jurists 
have of one another. Indeed, they differ with each other like goats in a pen.” 


Source: Jami’ Bayan al-‘Ilm 1308 


What did the Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم‎ himself say? 


عَنْ حُذَيْفَةَ قَالَ قال رَسُول d ula d‏ عَلَيْهِ alas‏ لا تڱوئوا Aa]‏ تقُولُونَ a Qa eus Gy‏ وَإِنْ ظَلَمُوا als‏ وَلَكِنْ 
eo utbs‏ إِنْ Cath Gud‏ أن Gas‏ وَإنْ etal‏ فلا alis‏ 


سنن الترمذي كتاب البر والصلة باب ما جاء في الإحسان والعفو 2007 


المحدث الترمذي خلاصة حكم المحدث حسن غريب في سنن الترمذي 2007 


Hudhayfah reported: The Messenger of Allah, peace and blessings be upon him, said, 
“Do not be blind followers, saying that if our people are good we will be good, and if they 
are unjust we will be unjust. Rather, decide for yourselves. If the people are good, be 
good. If they are evil, do not be unjust.” 


Source: Sunan al-Tirmidhi 2007 


Grade: Hasan (fair) according to Al-Tirmidhi 


You clearly show this characteristic, you have no knowledge of King Faisal yet dare to 
support the takfir on him? Dare to support a state that has made their clear takfir on 
King Faisal from one of their videos and called him apart of the "Tawaghit" Al Saud 
family with no daleel? Is this not familiar to what Al Khawarij had done in the past to Ali? 
عَنْهَا‎ ál رضي‎ and yet you do not draw the similarities between them? They accused Ali 
k ál رضي‎ of kufr and takfired him, and this is the same for what Dawla has done to 
King Faisal à! 4a» 5 yet you choose to ignore. How foolish you could be, to think of 
achieving a state yet be ignorant and foolish on how Dawla is Al Khawarij for their takfir 
on King Faisal. The foolish Ulema of دولة إسلامية‎ accepted this way of thinking and their 
takfir, not opposing it, believing that Faisal was apart of the "Tawaghit" Al Saud Family 
and Ibn Saud and yet they are both free from it whatever astray the Al Saud Family is in 
now, whether they are sinners or not. You clearly ignore this, Shaykh Ul-Islam Ibn 
Taymiyyah الله‎ 4435 said: “So they (The Khawarij) are ignorant people who split up the 
Sunnah and the jamaah due to ignorance." (Minhaju's-Sunnah 3/464) He clearly stated 
this, showing that the Khawarij split the Sunnah and the Jamaah for their ignorance, 
which proves my point. 


eai gi‏ أنا لا أثوي الِانْضِمَام إلى tall S lud Jill Kas‏ على QUI ets col ks‏ . أيُهَا cg jas‏ أنا 
لا أثوي الِانْضِمَامَ إلى مَذْهبكم S Gl). ji‏ اتبَاعَ cala‏ وَنْصَائِحَهُمْ في eg ss ed. AEN‏ أثوي الِانْضِمَام 
.إلى hall Sade‏ . وَأَعْقَدُ kil ti‏ الْمَدْهَبٍ gaal‏ 


Moving on, you claim that a group's kufr is fighting dawla!? Yet you did not look at their 
ideology and pinpointed their kufr from there, you infact pointed their kufr from them 
fighting your group full of Kharijites? Yet this is another baseless takfir, but this is not my 
point right now. What Ibn Taymiyyah said in Minhaaj us-Sunnah (4/527-) about those 
who fight the Al Khawarij which is enjoining good. 


"Rather, it has been successively narrated (tawaatara) from him that he commanded 
fighting against the Khawaarij, the Renegades, those whom the Chief of the Believers, 
Ali bin Abi Taalib (radiallaahu anhu), fought against at Nahrawaan, after they had 
revolted against him at Harooraa. For the narrations (sunan) from the Prophet 
(sallallaahu alaihi wasallam) were in abundance (i.e. spread, known) concerning 
fighting against them (the Khawaarij), and when Ali (radiyallaahu anhu) fought against 
them, he rejoiced with fighting against them, and he also narrated the hadeeth 
concerning them, and the Companions also agreed upon fighting them. 


And similarly the people of knowledge after them, this fighting (against the Khawaarij) 
was not like the fighting of the people of the Camel and Siffeen and other than them, 
from those matters in which no text or ljmaa' has come, and neither any praise of the 
noble ones who entered into it. Rather, they were remorseful about it, and also returned 
(i.e. recanted) from it. 


And this (aforementioned) hadeeth (i.e. concerning al-Hasan) is from the signs of the 
Prophethood of our Prophet Muhammad (sallallaahu alaihi wasallam), when he 
mentioned about al-Hasan whatever he mentioned, and praised him for what he 
praised him. So whatever he mentioned and whatever he praised was in agreement with 
the truth that actually occurred after more than 30 years... 


And this very thing is the actual wisdom that the legislator (sallallaahu alaihi wasallam) 
was attempting to bring about and nurture in his prohibition of revolting against the 

rulers, and he taught abandonment of fighting in times of fitnah - even if those who fell 
into this considered that their intent (desire) was to enjoin the good and forbid the evil. 


And it is actually from this angle (i.e. intending to enjoin good and forbid evil) that the 
Khawaarij made lawful the (raising of the) sword against the people of the qiblah, until 
they killed Ali and others from the Muslims. And similarly, those who agreed with them 
in revolting against the rulers, with the sword, in general terms - such as the Mu'tazilah, 
the Zaydiyyah, and the Fuqahaa (Jurists), and others. Such as those who revolted 
alongside Muhammad bin Abdullaah bin Abdullaah bin Hasan bin Husayn, and his 
brother, Ibraaheem bin Abdullaah bin Hasan bin Husayn and others" 


Now, of course, it does not excuse those who support kufr ideologies that they are 
enjoining good, rather that groups that refuse to legislate other than what Allah عزوجل‎ 
has revealed, that they have waged war against the kuffar and promised good for the 
Muslims of Ahlul Sunnah WalJamaah, for example, The Islamic Army In Iraq are the 
ones that enjoin good by fighting Al-Khawarij, i.e Dawla Islamiyyah/.424) 4152 This is 
what Bin Taymiyyah الله‎ 435 said about those who fight Al Khawarij. 


It does not have to be the killing of the Muslims or any killings of those whom went 
against them is what makes them Al Khawarij, rather the other traits i.e takfir can make 
them Al Khawarij. Yet you only focus on the parts of what makes them Al Khawarij which 
is murder and corruption. To even prove this of their takfir, in one of their magazines, 
they call Makkah, Dar Ul Kufr, meaning land of disbelief. Here in the link | provided 
below that shows this, the Arabic says that the land of Makkah is full of disbelief and 
infidelity because of Al-Saud, and they accuse of Al-Saud (including Faisal and Ibn 
Saud) being mushrikeen and polytheists, which is why they call Makkah, house of kufr 
because of the government. Here they use the words of Ahlul Sunnah to twist their 
narrative. If they call the entirety of AL Saud as polytheists, that means they made 
another takfir of King Faisal and Ibn Saud, meaning that ever since Al Saud came to 
power, they were always "kuffar" and "mushrikeen" yet this is FALSE! Another FALSE 
claim just like the first Kharijites made on Ali Bin Abi Talib رَضي 4 عَنْهَا‎ which shows how 
ignorant they are. 


https://archive.org/details/screenshot-1 20240504/Screenshot -.jpg 


You Kharijites love to slander Ahlul Sunnah Wal Jamaah by calling us, "Madkhalis" or 
claiming we are from such a sect called "Madkhaliyyah" and yet we are not, or you call 
us MBS (Muhammad Bin Salman) supporters by making false lies just because we 
defend those whom were unlawfully takfired upon despite their proof of that they 
followed the Qur'an and Sunnah with no contradiction or error. You slander us like you 


did with Ali Bin Abi Talib tie Al رضي‎ even insulting our very own scholars. So, when it 
came to you slandering the shuyookh such as Saleh Al Fawzan, do you go against the 
Sunnah? 


حَدَنَنَا fà Sae‏ حَفْصٍء حَدَتَنِي أبي» USA ciae MISSA‏ شَقِيقٌ» قال قال ail Me‏ قَالَ A‏ صلى الله 
عليه وسلم GB ANS unà LA CSS"‏ 


The Prophet (blessings and peace of Allah be upon him) said: “Reviling a Muslim is 
evildoing and fighting him is kufr.” 


Sahih al-Bukhari 7076 


To revile a Muslim, to slander him, to curse him, to insult him, this is evildoing. Yet you 
would do such a thing and what was fighting Al Khawarij known as by Bin Taymiyyah - 
"Enjoining Good" and "Forbidding Evil". That is just another example of how evil you are, 
you and your foolish dreams. You left Ahlul Sunnah Wal Jamaah and deviated away to 
follow your own whims and desires because you could not comprehend how Islam truly 
is. 


Going back to the opinion that Bin Taymiyyah held the view that if you commit anything 
that Al Khawarij does, then you become one of them, would you then go against his 
teachings? Would you then say you would disagree and make up your own ijtihad to try 
justify how dawla takfired King Faisal unlawfully with no daleel? Saying that Makkah 
was dar ul kufr under his rule with no daleel? What a RIDICULOUS CLAIM! You 
Kharijites try to justify so badly, cherry-picking and twisting the sayings of the shuyookh 
to fit your narrative so that you could spread your corruption of a twisted aqidah to the 
minds of the Muslims. 


Al-Ajuri (died 360H) said: 


*Neither the scholars of old nor of new, ever differed about the Khawarij. They 
regarded them an evil people who were disobedient to Allaah and His Messenger 


even though they prayed, fasted and exerted themselves in worship, and all of this 
was of no benefit to them, even though they were apparent in enjoining the good and 
forbidding the evil, and that did not benefit them because they were a people who 
interpret the Qur'an upon their desires.” [Kitabush-Shari ah by al-Ajuri, vol.1/325] 


You, and they have misinterpreted the Qur'an, thinking that you were the "Musa" forthe 
"Firauns" that existed, and yet in reality, you were the "Firaun"s and Ahlul Sunnah Wal 
Jamaah were the "Musa's that existed. We were the Ansar, while you were the ones 
seeking corruption and innovation. You did not learn enough about the Deen, you 
gained no knowledge. You claimed to be from the Salafiyyah, but if you truly were, then 
would you find anyone from the Salaf doing what you would be doing? NO! In fact you 
would find the opposite, and if you found about the ljmaa' of the Salaf no longer 
revolting against a ruler who ruled with Shari'ah Law, you would definitely reject this 
ljmaa' indeed. What did the early scholars say about you in their tafseer of the hadith 
about you being young? Well, let us see. 


They have foolish minds - i.e. intellects. RasulAllah (saw) said: *imbecilic in 
understanding” (Bukhari; Muslim) And ‘imbecilic in understanding’ here means 
foolish, ignorant and not having enough intellect. (Nawawi, Sharh Sahih Muslim, 
12/283; Ibn Hajar, Fathu’l-Bari, 12/78) Ibnul Ather said: “imbecilic in understanding 
(sufahaul ahlam) The meaning of ahlam is understanding and intellect and as-sufh is 
(being) thoughtless and reckless.” (an-Nihayah, 1/434; 2/376) 


They are young in age. RasulAllah (saw) said: “young in age” (Bukhari; Muslim) ‘Young in 
age’ here means youth who have not matured and who have not learned enough to 
learn the truth. (Nawawi, Sharh Sahih Muslim, 12/283; Ibn Hajar, Fathu’l-Bari, 12/78) 
Ibnul Ather stated: “Young in age: an indirect expression referring to youth and those in 
their early years.” (an-Nihayah 1/351) RasulAllah (saw) said: “the blessing with your 
elders.” Al-Manawi said in Faydul-Qadeer “the blessing with your elders who have 
experience in the affairs and who have preserved many rewards. So sit with them so 
that you may follow their views and be guided by their guidance.” (3/220) 


They have a weakness when it comes to understanding the Religion of Allah. This is 
why it has been reported that “They recite the Qur’an but it does not surpass...” 


(Muslim) Narrated from Abu Sa’ed al-Khudri (ra) that RasulAllah (saw) said: “...or go 
past their throats.” (Bukhari) In one narration which is narrated from Abu sa’ed al- 
Khudri (ra), it states: “...their pharynxes (hulooq).” (Muslim) In another narration, it 
states: Narrated from Abu Dharr (ra) *...their pharynxes (halaaqeehim)." (Muslim) In 
another narration from Sahl b Hanif, it states: “...their collar bones (taraaqeehim).” 
(Bukhari) In another narration from Abu Bakrah, it states: "They will make their tongues 
eloquent with the Qur'an." (Ibn Abi Asim, As-Sunnah) In another narration from Sahl bin 
Hanif, it states: "They will recite the Qur'an with their tongues but it will not go past their 
collar bones." (Muslim) In another narration from Ali ibn Talib (ra): "They will hold it (i.e. 
the recitation) to be for them, when it is against them." (Ibn Abi Asim, As-Sunnah) In 
another narration from Ali Ibn Talib (ra), it states: "They will think..." instead of “They will 
hold..." (Muslim) In one narration from Abu Zaid Al-Ansari, RasulAllah (saw) said: "They 
will call to the BOOK of Allaah, but they will have nothing to do with Allah." (Ibn Abi 
Asim, As-Sunnah) In another narration of the hadith, the Khawarij and what they 
undergo when reciting the Qur'an was mentioned to Ibn Abbas (ra), so he said: “They 
are not as extreme in their striving as the Jews and the Christians were, but yet they 
went astray.” (Shari'ah, 27-28) And in another narration, Ibn Abbas (ra) said: “They 
believe in His clear verses, but go astray concerning His unclear verses. No one knows 
their hidden meanings except Allah. And as for those firmly rooted in knowledge, they 
say: ‘We believe in it.” And he said: "They are in a confused and drunken state. They are 
neither Jews nor Christians nor Magians, so that they may be excused." (Shari'ah, 28) 


Truly you fit this description, it shows too much. To support the ideology and the takfir 
of King Faisal and Ibn Saud, to call them kuffar without Daleel like Al Khawarij did with 
Ali Bin Abi Talib رَضِي 4 عَنْهَا‎ 


shows that you are truly from the Khawarij and sois Dawla, and there is enough 
evidence | have provided. So, worry all you want, deny all you want, but the Shuyookh 
from the early times have agreed with me, and Allah عزوجل‎ exposed you and your foolish 
state. Either you repent now or you stay as Dogs of Hellfire. You even lied about the 
Prophet ales عليه‎ ài صلى‎ claiming that he had knew about Dawla, but if he did, he would 
have mentioned them, praised them, and described them, but no he did not. Rather, he 
only mentioned the Mujahideen that would come after the Tabi'un and before the 
Modern Era, and he mentioned the Kharijites that would come until Ad-Dajjal. Whether 
he ales صلى الله عليه‎ truly knew or not, is under the knowledge of Allah Js 55e but surely the 
Prophet عليه وسلم‎ ài صل‎ did not know about Dawla. The Prophet صلى الله عليه وسلم‎ did not 
have knowledge on everything, he did not even know about Aisha until his dream about 
her which proves my point. So tell me Al Khawarij, how much more will you lie? 


So there you have it, | have refuted what you have said, clarified everything to my 
knowledge. Those slanders and lies about King Faisal الله‎ 4435 have been destroyed, and 
those that takfir him have become kharijites and their takfir will fall upon them. | will 
leave you with a few messages from Allah and Ibn Qayyim respectfully. 


a 3 ^2 a a? Ws ste ^ هع‎ obo ا مهرد‎ KC E xo Wat 5 fs P 1 i ae 7 . o E 
AES إن‎ Jais al فَرُدُوهُ إلى‎ Seek مِنكُمْ”فإن تَتَارَعْتُمْ فى‎ ANT وَأَوْلِى‎ pte SN وَأطيغوا‎ ail ءَامَنْوَاْ أَطِيعْوأ‎ Gall Gah 
تأويلا‎ Goals 58 ABS al esis AG sis 


4:59 

aly‏ | فى oT ae‏ ولا AGT ES EEG‏ وَأَحْسِئُوَا Cd ail y‏ آلْمُحْسِنِين 

2:195 

abs dol s gai وَتَكْتُمُوا‎ JIL Gall | tab ولا‎ 

2:42 

Casali alles عَلَى ما‎ Aaii ilga Gai أن تُصِيبُوا‎ ie بتبَإ‎ Gu إن جَآءَكُمْ‎ ESOS uii 
49:6 

Ibn Qayyim's saying: 

قالوا له خالفت أقوال الشيو خ ولم يبالوا الخلف للفرقان 


خالفت أقوال الشيوخ فأنتم خالفتم من جاء بالقرآن 


خالفتم قول الرسول وإنما خالفت من جراه قول فلان 


يا حبذا ذاك الخلاف فإنه عين الوفاق لطاعة الرحمن 


أو ما علمت بأن أعداء الرسو ل عليه عابوا الخلف بالبهتان 


لشيوخهم ولما عليه قد مضى أسلافهم في سالف الأزمان 


ما العيب إلا في خلاف النص لا رأي الرجال وفكرة الأذهان 


أنتم تعيبونا بهذا وهو من توفيقنا والفضل للمنان 


